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Initial Phase of Digital Technology (1990s) 
Since	the	1990s	to	early	2000s,	the	most	common	area	of	research	in	publishing	studies	has	centred	around	‘the	death	of	the	book’	or	‘death	of	the	print’	(Feather	2006).	Gomez	(2008)	argues	that	those	people	who	speculated	the	end	of	the	book	were	enthusiastic	supporters	of	digital	technology	and	were	misguided	by	the	technological	developments.	The	profound	impact	of	digital	technology	in	the	publishing	industry,	especially	during	the	initial	phase,	according	to	Rush	(1996),	resulted	in	studies	focussing	on	the	changes	and	the	impending	transformation	of	the	publishing	industry.	Although	the	transformation	was	a	gradual	process,	the	industry	was	concerned	not	only	with	speculation	on	the	future	of	publishing	but	also	how	the	changes	would	affect	the	business	of	publishing	(Peek	1996).	Brienza	(2012)	emphasises	that	the	growth	of	the	Internet	and	its	technological	feasibility	had	encouraged	institutions	and	libraries	across	the	world	to	explore	online	channels	and	initiate	alternate	methods	to	access	publications.	It	should	be	noted	that	speculation	on	the	publishing	industry	in	the	digital	age	has	been	the	focus	of	research	in	most	of	the	studies	on	publishing	since	the	1990s.	













































































































































































Genesis of Evaluation Process in Australia The	system	of	measuring	research	outcome	was	partly	implemented	in	1996.	This	system	affirms	the	arguments	of	Marinova	and	Newman	(2008)	that	the	emphasis	on	published	output	by	the	research	assessment	bodies	results	in	increased	publication.	The	ARC	administers	research	quality	through	the	ERA	framework.	As	noted,	the	ERA	research	framework	also	undergoes	changes	and	modifications	at	regular	intervals	to	be	more	competitive	on	the	global	front.	As	the	quality	
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	framework	aims	to	identify,	promote	and	strengthen	research	activities,	it	follows	an	evaluation	process.		
Publication and Research Funding 	The	practice	of	using	scholarly	output	for	evaluation	has	been	a	norm	for	Australian	universities	since	1991	(Butler	2003).	Although	scholarly	outputs	were	part	of	the	evaluation	metrics,	Butler	(2010)	observes	that	allocation	of	funds	for	research	was	not	solely	based	on	the	publication	metrics.	The	earlier	systems	adopted	in	Australia,	the	‘Relative	Funding	Model’	introduced	in	1990	and	Research	Quantum/Institutional	Grants	Scheme	introduced	in	1999,	followed	a	somewhat	different	approach	to	the	ERA	(Butler	2010).	Martin-Sardesai	et	al.	(2016)	note	that	the	earlier	assessments	consisted	of	a	combination	of	performance	indicators	of	which	only	10%	was	allotted	to	research	publications.	However,	Herbert	et	al.	(2015)	observe	that	the	inclusion	of	publication	record	and	bibliometric	measures	in	the	research	fund	allocation	has	made	publication	a	compulsory	and	inevitable	process.			The	ERA	system	is	a	‘university	performance	review’	system	based	on	defined	research	publications	(Martin-Sardesai	et	al.	(2016).	With	its	goals	of	excellence	in	research,	ERA	was	trialled	in	2009	before	being	implemented	on	a	permanent	basis	from	2010	(ARC	2009).	As	ERA	policies	are	updated	on	a	regular	basis	every	two	years,	the	evaluation	criteria	are	also	revised	regularly.	The	research	framework	of	Australia	is	a	broad	spectrum	that	clearly	defines	what	would	be	considered	as	research	and	research	activity.	It	also	outlines	clearly	the	eligibility	of	Australian	education	institutions	(which	are	referred	as	Units	of	Evaluation	or	UoE	in	the	guidelines)	for	conducting	research	activities.	The	type	of	publications	which	could	be	submitted	by	the	research	institutions,	even	though	academics	are	not	restricted	from	publishing	their	scholarly	works	according	to	their	own	preference,	are	also	delineated	in	the	research	framework.	ERA	therefore	evaluates	the	research	of	Australian	universities	by	evaluating	the	research	outputs	of	their	academics.	
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Australian Research Council (ARC) Framework 	The	Australian	Research	Council	(ARC)	framework	and	its	supporting	documentation	only	articulates	the	indicators	used	for	evaluation.	The	documentation	thus	lists	the	details	of	publication	types	that	may	be	used	for	evaluating	research	outcomes	and	the	types	of	publication	that	need	to	be	submitted	by	eligible	higher	education	institutes	in	Australia.	The	framework	does	not	provide	any	information	or	explanation	of	the	publishing	practices	that	need	to	be	adhered	to	by	the	universities.	In	short,	the	framework	is	a	simple	guideline	detailing	the	information	about	the	documents	and	details	that	need	to	be	provided	by	universities	and	educational	institutions	to	the	research	evaluation	committees.			
Publication Indicators in ERA The	research	evaluation	criteria	included	in	the	ARC	framework	is	not	solely	based	on	research	publications.	However,	as	the	initial	ERA	(2010)	had	categorised	journals	(ranked	as	A*,	A,	B	and	C),	the	universities	moved	to	implement	more	rigid	publication	norms	which	forced	academics	to	publish	only	in	specified,	high-rated	journals	(Martin-Sardesai	et	al.	2017a;	Cooper	and	Coulson	2014).	Scholars	observe	that	the	journal-based	publication	metrics	in	evaluation	have	increased	journal	publications.	Sheil	(2014)	argues	that,	even	though	the	journal	categorisations	helped	in	identifying	good	publications,	the	universities’	publication	initiatives	in	relation	to	journal	rankings	was	misinterpreted	by	young	academics.	The	journal	ranking	was	dropped	from	subsequent	ERAs	(since	2012),	as	the	evaluation	criteria	based	on	journal	ranking	received	wide	criticism	from	the	academic	community	across	Australia	(Martin-Sardesai	et	al.	2017b).	The	constant	changes	to	ERA	indicate	that	the	ARC	is	not	rigid	in	its	approach	to	research	communication,	and	that	it	is	proactive	in	responding	to	broader	changes	and	stakeholder	concerns.	Hence,	adopting	Fligstein’s	explanation	of	field,	we	could	conclude	that	this	fluidity	in	approach	to	publishing	norms	ensures	that	‘rules’	within	the	field	are	not	fixed	
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	and	also	provide	opportunities	for	its	members	to	enhance	their	position	by	seizing	the	opportunities.	However,	whether	academics	are	able	to	seize	the	opportunity	of	fluidity	of	publishing	norms	needs	to	be	further	analysed.		The	ARC	evaluation,	according	to	Neave	(2007),	paved	way	for	a	ranking	system,	as	the	government	funding	is	based	on	the	ARC	evaluation	report.	Liedman	(2013)	argues	that	universities,	in	the	present	governance	approach,	have	incorporated	the	evaluation	criteria	as	performance	indicators	for	Australian	academics	to	retain	their	position	in	the	field	of	higher	education.	As	the	quality	and	performance	report	generated	through	the	ARC	evaluation	process	is	used	for	various	purposes,	including	identifying	the	potential	areas	of	research	and	innovation	for	funding	(ARC	2015a),	academics	are	under	(self)compulsion	to	align	their	academic	publications	based	on	criteria	of	ERA	evaluation	indicators.			














































































































Why	research?	 To	discover	laws	and	to	improve	or	predict	outcomes	 Describe	the	nature	of	the	publishing	challenges	for	academics	Nature	of	social	reality	 Pre-existing	patterns	can	be	identified	or	discovered	 Understand	the	practices	and	extent	of	the	practices	adopted	and	followed	by	academics	to	ensure	prolific	publishing		Nature	of	human	beings	 Self-interested,	rational	human	beings	who	are	affected	by	external	factors	
Factors	and	extent	of	factors	that	affect	the	publishing	choices	of	academics	














Conceptual and Theoretical Variables 
A	thorough	analysis	of	the	literature	and	policy	documents	on	research	publication	guidelines	in	Australia	are	available	in	the	public	domain	on	Go8	universities,	and	the	performance	criteria	of	Australian	Research	Council	were	also	used,	to	identify	the	variables	that	impede	publishing	practices.	The	analysis	of	literature	also	reveals	that,	as	regular	and	steady	research	publication	is	vital	for	career	prospects,	scholars	such	as	Peters	et	al.	(2016)	assert	that	academics	focus	on	publishing	to	ensure	career	prospects	rather	than	dissemination	of	knowledge.	These																																																									40	Italics	are	used	signify	that	the	words	are	used	as	variable(s).	Henceforth,	a	term	in	italics	indicates	that	it	refers	to	a	variable	rather	than	the	lexical	meaning.	The	terms	challenges	and	strategies	are	italicised	throughout	the	thesis	when	they	denote	variables.	
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Time 4 2.99 3 1.264 1.598 0.065 
Personal traits 
Unwillingness to publish 3 4.39 5 .764 .584 -1.246 
Preference to teaching 4 4.30 5 .999 .999 -1.689 
Struggle to formulate 
research strategy 
4 3.99 4 1.079 1.165 -.945 
Trouble in generating 
original research project 
ideas 
4 4.37 5 .960 .922 -1.642 
Lack of network for 
collaboration 
4 3.88 4 1.205 1.452 -0.962 
Colleagues-appropriated 
research ideas 
4 3.69 4 1.167 1.363 -0.661 
Work-related issues 
University workload 4 2.66 2 1.298 1.686 0.410 
Lack of publishing grants 4 3.57 4 1.255 1.575 -0.551 
Lack of internal support 
from my institution, 
publishing funds 
4 3.46 4 1.326 1.759 -0.734 
Publishing policies dictated 
by natural sciences 
4 2.98 3 1.306 1.705 -0.014 
Unrealistic publishing 
expectations 




4 3.09 3 1.293 1.672 -0.007 
I am unable to identify 
appropriate journals 
3 4.43 5 .704 .496 -1.280 
I have trouble in identifying 
non-predatory journals 
3 4.49 5 .730 .533 -1.332 
I am unable to identify high 
impact journals within my 
field 
4 4.25 4 1.045 1.092 -1.400 
High impact journals 
charge high fees for open 
access publishing 
4 3.11 5 1.415 2.003 -0.099 
Publishing field: I have 
trouble in aligning my 
output to ensure citation 
impact 






Strategies	 Range	 Mean	 Median	 Std.	
Deviation	







































































































Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy 
 .685 









1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	












  Group 1 Group 2 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy 
 .632 .566 
Bartlett's Test of sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 611.942 326.458 
Df 231 78 






















































Model	 CMIN	 p-value	 CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 NFI	 TLI	 CFI	Default	model	 .450	 .799	 .225	 .022	 .998	 .991	 .000	 .987	 1.170	 1.000	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 	 1.000	 	 1.000	Independence	model	 33.347	 .000	 5.558	 .608	 .863	 .772	 .193	 .000	 .000	 .000		










Model	 CMIN	 p-value	 CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 NFI	 TLI	 CFI	Default	model	 95.282	 .359	 1.047	 .163	 .902	 .854	 .020	 .641	 .961	 .971	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 	 1.000	 	 1.000	Independence	model	 265.218	 .000	 2.210	 .394	 .728	 .692	 .100	 .000	 .000	 .000		It	can	be	noted	that	the	p-value	is	.359,	i.e.	above	0.05;	chi-square	value	(CMIN/DF)	is	1.047,	between	1	and	3,	which	is	considered	as	ideal;	and	RMR	(0.163)	is	above	1,	indicating	that	the	model	is	poor	fit	and	could	not	be	accepted	based	on	RMR	values.	Only	GFI	.902	is	within	the	accepted	range;	while	AGFI	value	.854	is	slightly	below	the	accepted	range.	However,	RMSEA	(0.022)	value	is	closer	to	0	indicating	that	it	is	fit	and	can	be	accepted	based	on	RMSEA	values.	As	it	is	impossible	for	a	model	to	fit	according	to	all	the	indices,	a	model	is	considered	fit	if	it	is	accepted	for	any	three	indices,	with	at	least	one	absolute	and	relative	index	(Kline	2010).	The	relative	fit	indices	values	for	NFI	(.641)	are	below	the	accepted	range,	whereas	CFI	(.971)	is	within	the	accepted	range	of	above	.90;	and	TLI	value	.961,	and	IFI	(.975)	above	.95,	are	perfectly	within	the	accepted	range.	Hence,	the	model	is	acceptable	based	on	three	absolute	fit	indices	and	three	relative	indices.	The	results,	therefore,	affirm	that	the	observed	variables	of	challenges	faced	by	academics	in	ensuring	their	research	publications	are	inter-related.	The	meaning	and	significance	of	their	relation	are	analysed	in	depth	in	later	chapters.			
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	The	same	process	is	repeated	for	variables	in	the	measurement	model	of	the	construct	strategies.			


















CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI	
Default	model	 8.292	 .141	 1.658	 .067	 .973	 .918	 .073	 .923	 .826	 .913	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 .176	 1.000	
	 1.000	



















Model	 CMIN	 p-value	 CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI	Default	model	 1.864	 .394	 .932	 .049	 .992	 .962	 .000	 1.006	 1.020	 1.000	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 	 1.000	 	 1.000	
161	










Model	 CMIN	 p-value	 CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI	Default	model	 14.785	 .393	 1.056	 .117	 .965	 .931	 .021	 .960	 .907	 .938	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 	 1.000	 	 1.000	Independence	model	 33.600	 .000	 1.600	 .275	 .921	 .895	 .070	 .000	 .000	 .000		The	latent	variables	for	the	indicators	for	the	output-based	strategies,	as	explained	in	EFA,	are:	publishing	reputation,	authorship,	book-type	publishing,	online	publications	and	opportunist	publishing.	However,	the	model	specification	and	identification	could	not	be	specified	for	these	latent	variables,	as	there	are	only	two	or	three	indicators	that	contributed	towards	the	latent	variable.	Therefore,	these	variables	were	considered	only	during	the	specification	and	identification	of	the	measurement	model	of	the	construct	strategies.			









Model	 CMIN	 p-value	 CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI	Default	model	 178.112	 .400	 1.024	 .166	 .854	 .824	 .014	 .952	 .936	 .941	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 	 1.000	
	 1.000	
Independence	model	













Model	 CMIN	 p-value	 CMIN/DF	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 RMSEA	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI	Default	model	 12.846	 .380	 1.071	 .104	 .970	 .930	 .024	 .991	 .982	 .990	Saturated	model	 .000	 	 	 .000	 1.000	 	 	 1.000	
	 1.000	
Independence	model	






























>	50	 60	 48.3	45-49	 9	 7.3	40-44	 22	 17.9	35-39	 24	 19.5	30-34	 7	 5.8	Not	disclosed	 3	 2.4	
Gender	
Male	 61	 49.6	Female	 60	 48.8	Unwilling	to	disclose	 2	 1.6	
Academic	position	
Lecturer	 29	 23.6	Senior	Lecturer	 34	 27.6	Associate	Professor	 38	 30.9	Professor	 22	 17.9	
Primary	research	
area	
Creative	Arts	 3	 2.4	Built	Environment	and	Design	 12	 9.8	Business,	Economics	&	Management	 33	 26.8	Education	 4	 3.3	Social	Sciences	 30	 24.4	Society	and	Culture	 18	 14.6	Others,	please	specify*	 23	 18.7	
Workload	





















0-9	 13	 3	 0	
10-20	 16	 11	 1	
21-30	 48	 7	 6	
31-40	 12	 14	 11	
41-50	 5	 45	 50	
51-60	 2	 10	 10	
61-70	 3	 7	 6	
71-80	 0	 1	 3	
81-90	 2	 1	 9	























































in	%	University	 75.4%	ARC/NHMRC	 30.9%	Industry/Business	 10.3%	Philanthropic	funding	agencies	 6.2%	Other	government	bodies	(state,	federal,	local,	etc.)	 16.2%	Others,	please	specify*	 18.5%	*Others	include	self-funding,	International	fellowships,	funding	from	Cooperative	Research	Centre	or	other	competitive	funds	such	as	Ian	Potter	or	Australian	Academy	of	Humanities.		
Table	5.8.	Participant	details	based	on	earlier	funding.	
Funding	Organisation/body	 Participant	











	 (i) Colleagues	 Disagree	74%	
	 (ii) Workload	 Agree	60%	

































































































































Yes	(significant)	Yes	(significant)	Yes	(significant)	C3àS5	 -0.269	 Negative	 0.002	 Yes	(significant)	C4àPS4	 0.165	 Positive	 0.049	 Yes	(weakly	significant)	C5àS3	C5àS8	 -0.100	-0.485	 Negative	Negative	 0.239	<0.000	 Yes	(not	significant)	Yes	(significant)	C6àS8	 -0.219	 Negative	 0.002	 Yes	(significant)	
H1b:	Strategies	are	adopted	to	ensure	high	volume	of	publications.	














































































































































Benchmark 0.071 0.463 0.208 0.168 0.01 0.783 0.019 
Revise & 
Update 
0.036 0.043 0.294 0.295 0.016 0.71 0.044 
Opportunitie
s to Improve 





0.137 0.032 0.417 0.707 0.987 0.649 0.032 
Many 
Outputs 
from 1 study 



























0.208 0.98 0.335 0.034 0.143 0.945 0.17 
Conference 
Proceedings 
0.148 0.664 0.014 0.189 0.613 0.443 0.647 
Use Social 
Media 







0.047 0.583 0.005 0.133 0.254 0.299 0.262 
Online Only 
Journals 











0.877 0.523 0.953 0.528 0.956 0.807 0.034 
High impact 
journals 
0.065 0.031 0.125 0.064 0.015 0.069 0 
International 
journals 
0.319 0.062 0.688 0.71 0.185 0.714 0.008 
Reputed 
Publisher 

















0.849 0.857 0.781 0.896 0.243 0.699 0.417 
Authorship 



















































Variables		 Is	it	a	strategy	 Percent	(%)	Individual	personal	strategy	 Yes	 53%	Personal	strategy	based	on	publishing	options	 Yes	 52%	Collaboration	using	university	support	 Yes	 67%	Collaboration	with	other	researchers	 Yes	 54%	Serving	on	editorial	boards	 Yes	 53	Focus	on	journal	articles	 Yes	 83	Collaborative	strategy:	publishing	mentors	 No	 72%	Non-reviewed	publications	as	stepping	stone	 Yes	 50%	
	 	 	











































Hypothesis: Individual Publishing Choices are influenced by the ability of 
publishing opportunities to meet the university’s publishing expectation 
	The	analysis	of	academics’	preferences	on	publication	type	asserts	the	similarity	of	publication	type	to	daily	habits	or	everyday	practices	that	establish	a	pattern	or	regularity.	Online	publication	type	is	the	only	factor	related	to	publishing	format	that	has	at	least	some	role	in	addressing	the	challenges	or	achieving	the	publication	numbers.	From	the	critical	analysis	of	the	relation	between	challenges,	strategies	and	publication	volume,	detailed	in	the	earlier	part	of	this	section,	it	is	apparent	that	neither	academics’	publishing	choices	nor	publication	volume	are	influenced	by	or	dependent	on	publication	type.	Choice	of	publication,	according	to	Bourdieu’s	concept	of	habitus,	is	a	social	characteristic,	because	it	is	individual	and	subjective	in	nature,	while	at	the	same	time,	collective	and	intersubjective	(Bourdieu	and	Wacquant	1992).	Since	the	present	study	clearly	evinces	that	academics’	publishing	habits	and	practices	are	bounded	by	institutional	norms,	only	opportunities	that	assist	in	achieving	the	institutional	goals	are	considered	by	academics.	Hence,	the	analytic	approach	to	the	publication	choices	(delineated	in	Tables	6.3—6.5),	using	Bourdieu’s	concept	of	habitus,	establishes	that:			



















































































































































































































































































































































































PT-c2 PT-c3 PT-c4 PT-c5. PT-
c6 Time		(PT-c1)	 Pearson	Correlation	 1	 .343**	 .203*	 .311**	 0.137	 0.085	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 		 0	 0.024	 0	 0.129	 0.347	Spearman's	rho	 1	 .358**	 .247**	 .324**	 0.173	 0.136	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 .	 0	 0.006	 0	 0.055	 0.133	Personal	trait:	Dislike	publishing		(PT-c2)	









PT-c2 PT-c3 PT-c4 PT-c5. PT-
c6 Personal	trait:	Preference	to	teaching		(PT-c3)	
Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.024	 0	 		 0.018	 0.007	 0.065	Spearman's	rho	 .247**	 .376**	 1	 .244**	 .303**	 .219*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.006	 0	 .	 0.007	 0.001	 0.015	Personal	trait:	Struggle	to	formulate	research	strategy	(PT-c4)	
Pearson	Correlation	 .311**	 .344**	 .213*	 1	 .623**	 .343**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0	 0	 0.018	 		 0	 0	Spearman's	rho	 .324**	 .367**	 .244**	 1	 .618**	 .355**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0	 0	 0.007	 .	 0	 0	Personal	traits:	Trouble	in	generating	original	research	project	ideas	(PT-c5).	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.137	 .228*	 .243**	 .623**	 1	 .258**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.129	 0.011	 0.007	 0	 		 0.004	Spearman's	rho	 0.173	 .332**	 .303**	 .618**	 1	 .336**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.055	 0	 0.001	 0	 .	 0	Personal	traits:	-	Lack	of	network	for	collaboration	(Pt-c6)	









PT-c2 PT-c3 PT-c4 PT-c5. PT-
c6 Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.133	 0.179	 0.015	 0	 0	 .	Work-related:	Colleagues-	appropriated	research	ideas		(WR-c7)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.059	 -0.048	 -0.004	 -0.067	 -0.037	 0.084	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.514	 0.602	 0.965	 0.461	 0.682	 0.357	Spearman's	rho	 0.07	 -0.064	 0.008	 -0.125	 -0.088	 0.12	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.444	 0.479	 0.933	 0.17	 0.336	 0.187	work-related:	University	-	work	load		(WR-c8)	
Pearson	Correlation	 .598**	 0.045	 0.099	 0.121	 0.134	 0.062	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0	 0.625	 0.277	 0.183	 0.14	 0.494	Spearman's	rho	 .603**	 0.034	 0.138	 0.109	 0.093	 0.036	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0	 0.708	 0.129	 0.233	 0.306	 0.695	Work-related:	Lack	of	Publishing	grants		(WR-c9)	









PT-c2 PT-c3 PT-c4 PT-c5. PT-
c6 support	from	my	institution,	publishing	funds		(WR-c10)	
Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.007	 0.016	 0.461	 0.037	 0.628	 0.031	Spearman's	rho	 .258**	 0.169	 0.089	 .193*	 -0.006	 .236**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.004	 0.062	 0.328	 0.033	 0.947	 0.009	Work-related:	Publishing	policies	dictated	by	natural	sciences		(WR-c11)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.055	 .195*	 0.085	 -0.077	 -0.087	 0.04	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.549	 0.03	 0.347	 0.4	 0.34	 0.657	Spearman's	rho	 0.056	 0.137	 0.123	 -0.092	 -0.044	 0.04	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.54	 0.129	 0.175	 0.314	 0.632	 0.664	Work-related:	Unrealistic	publishing	expectations	(WR-c12)	
Pearson	Correlation	 .287**	 .246**	 0.127	 0.148	 0.032	 .214*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.001	 0.006	 0.16	 0.104	 0.723	 0.017	Spearman's	rho	 .290**	 .205*	 .215*	 0.14	 0.062	 .235**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.001	 0.023	 0.017	 0.124	 0.495	 0.009		Publishing	field:	Conference	proceedings	limited		(PF-c13)	









PT-c2 PT-c3 PT-c4 PT-c5. PT-
c6 Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.385	 0.882	 0.657	 0.215	 0.716	 0.154	Publishing	field:	I	am	unable	to	identify	appropriate	journals		(PF-c13)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.124	 .270**	 0.157	 0.108	 0.084	 .379**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.172	 0.003	 0.085	 0.239	 0.358	 0	Spearman's	rho	 0.143	 .265**	 .222*	 0.119	 .228*	 .379**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.117	 0.003	 0.014	 0.194	 0.012	 0	Publishing	field:	I	have	trouble	in	identifying	non-predatory	journals		(PF-c14)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.067	 0.146	 .298**	 0.11	 .228*	 .219*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.461	 0.108	 0.001	 0.228	 0.012	 0.015	Spearman's	rho	 0.093	 0.171	 .330**	 0.128	 .299**	 .317**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.311	 0.059	 0	 0.159	 0.001	 0	Publishing	field:	I	am	unable	to	identify	high	impact	journals	within	my	field	(PF-c15)	









PT-c2 PT-c3 PT-c4 PT-c5. PT-
c6 journals	charge	high	fees	for	open	access	publishing		(PF-c16)	
Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.576	 0.706	 0.693	 0.64	 0.324	 0.083	Spearman's	rho	 0.052	 0.043	 -0.01	 -0.043	 0.089	 0.129	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.569	 0.636	 0.911	 0.639	 0.325	 0.156	Publishing	field:	I	have	trouble	in	aligning	my	output	to	ensure	citation	impact		(PF-c17)	










WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 
Time	(PT-c1)	









WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.444	 0	 0.001	 0.004	 0.54	 0.001	
Personal	trait-Dislike	publishing	(PT-c2)	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.048	 0.045	 .194*	 .216*	 .195*	 .246**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.602	 0.625	 0.032	 0.016	 0.03	 0.006	Spearman's	rho	 -0.064	 0.034	 .223*	 0.169	 0.137	 .205*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.479	 0.708	 0.013	 0.062	 0.129	 0.023	
Personal	trait	-	Preference	to	teaching	(PT-c3)	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.004	 0.099	 .294**	 0.067	 0.085	 0.127	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.965	 0.277	 0.001	 0.461	 0.347	 0.16	Spearman's	rho	 0.008	 0.138	 .301**	 0.089	 0.123	 .215*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.933	 0.129	 0.001	 0.328	 0.175	 0.017	
Personal	trait	-	Struggle	to	formulate	research	strategy	(PT-c4)	









WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 
Personal	traits:	Trouble	in	generating	original	research	project	ideas	(PT-c5).	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.037	 0.134	 0.118	 -0.044	 -0.087	 0.032	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.682	 0.14	 0.193	 0.628	 0.34	 0.723	Spearman's	rho	 -0.088	 0.093	 .183*	 -0.006	 -0.044	 0.062	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.336	 0.306	 0.043	 0.947	 0.632	 0.495	
Personal	traits:	-	Lack	of	network	for	collaboration	(Pt-c6)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.084	 0.062	 .344**	 .195*	 0.04	 .214*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.357	 0.494	 0	 0.031	 0.657	 0.017	Spearman's	rho	 0.12	 0.036	 .367**	 .236**	 0.04	 .235**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.187	 0.695	 0	 0.009	 0.664	 0.009	
Work-related:	Colleagues-	appropriated	research	ideas	(WR-c7)	









WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 
Work-related:	University	-	work	load	(WR-c8)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.043	 1	 .281**	 .274**	 0.132	 .209*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.634	 		 0.002	 0.002	 0.145	 0.021	Spearman's	rho	 0.047	 1	 .295**	 .270**	 0.135	 .199*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.605	 .	 0.001	 0.003	 0.136	 0.027	
Work-related:	Lack	of	Publishing	grants	(WR-c9)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.087	 .281**	 1	 .466**	 .216*	 .441**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.336	 0.002	 		 0	 0.017	 0	Spearman's	rho	 0.1	 .295**	 1	 .500**	 .225*	 .461**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.27	 0.001	 .	 0	 0.012	 0	
Work-related	-	Lack	of	internal	support	from	my	institution,	publishing	funds	(WR-c10)	









WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 
Work-related:	Publishing	policies	dictated	by	natural	sciences	(WR-c11)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.077	 0.132	 .216*	 .374**	 1	 .607**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.395	 0.145	 0.017	 0	 		 0	Spearman's	rho	 0.087	 0.135	 .225*	 .368**	 1	 .598**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.339	 0.136	 0.012	 0	 .	 0	
Work-related:	Unrealistic	publishing	expectations	(WR-c12)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.174	 .209*	 .441**	 .516**	 .607**	 1	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.054	 0.021	 0	 0	 0	 		Spearman's	rho	 .201*	 .199*	 .461**	 .527**	 .598**	 1	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.026	 0.027	 0	 0	 0	 .	
	Publishing	options-	Conference	proceedings	limited.	(PF-c13)	









WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 
Publishing	field	-	I	am	unable	to	identify	appropriate	journals	(PF-c13)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.001	 0.052	 .229*	 0.121	 0.124	 0.133	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.994	 0.567	 0.011	 0.186	 0.173	 0.145	Spearman's	rho	 -0.001	 0.059	 .293**	 0.105	 0.086	 0.114	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.99	 0.518	 0.001	 0.25	 0.348	 0.211	
Publishing	field:	I	have	trouble	in	identifying	non-predatory	journals	(PF-c14)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.05	 -0.012	 0.152	 -0.069	 -0.07	 0.01	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.582	 0.898	 0.095	 0.449	 0.443	 0.916	Spearman's	rho	 0.075	 0.002	 .220*	 -0.079	 -0.097	 -0.001	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.413	 0.983	 0.015	 0.389	 0.289	 0.991	
Publishing	field:	I	am	unable	to	identify	high	impact	journals	within	my	field	(PF-c15)	









WR-c8 WR-c9 WR-c10 WR-c11 WR-c12 
Publishing	field:	High	impact	journals	charge	high	fees	for	open	access	publishing	(PF-c16)	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.033	 0.061	 0.083	 .229*	 .183*	 .214*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.716	 0.499	 0.36	 0.011	 0.043	 0.017	Spearman's	rho	 -0.04	 0.06	 0.11	 .212*	 .181*	 .204*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.657	 0.509	 0.225	 0.019	 0.045	 0.023	Publishing	field:	I	have	trouble	in	aligning	my	output	to	ensure	citation	impact	(PF-c17)	




















c18 Time	(PT-c1)	 Pearson	Correlation	 0.081	 0.124	 0.067	 0.02	 0.051	 0.14	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.375	 0.172	 0.461	 0.825	 0.576	 0.123	Spearman's	rho	 0.079	 0.143	 0.093	 0.076	 0.052	 0.142	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.385	 0.117	 0.311	 0.402	 0.569	 0.116	Personal	trait-Dislike	publishing	(PT-c2)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.031	 .270**	 0.146	 0.173	 0.034	 0.171	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.736	 0.003	 0.108	 0.055	 0.706	 0.058	Spearman's	rho	 0.013	 .265**	 0.171	 .222*	 0.043	 .203*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.882	 0.003	 0.059	 0.014	 0.636	 0.024	Personal	trait	-	Preference	to	teaching	(PT-c3)	

















Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.363	 0.239	 0.228	 0.192	 0.64	 0.001	Spearman's	rho	 0.113	 0.119	 0.128	 0.133	 -0.043	 .266**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.215	 0.194	 0.159	 0.146	 0.639	 0.003	Personal	traits:	Trouble	in	generating	original	research	project	ideas	(PT-c5).	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.066	 0.084	 .228*	 .193*	 0.09	 .318**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.467	 0.358	 0.012	 0.032	 0.324	 0	Spearman's	rho	 -0.033	 .228*	 .299**	 .211*	 0.089	 .296**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.716	 0.012	 0.001	 0.019	 0.325	 0.001	Personal	traits:	Lack	of	network	for	collaboration	(Pt-c6)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.123	 .379**	 .219*	 .337**	 0.157	 .404**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.176	 0	 0.015	 0	 0.083	 0	Spearman's	rho	 0.129	 .379**	 .317**	 .379**	 0.129	 .412**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.154	 0	 0	 0	 0.156	 0	Work-related:	Colleagues-	appropriated	research	ideas	(WR-c7)	
















c18 Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.524	 0.99	 0.413	 0.917	 0.657	 0.7	work-related:	University	-	work	load	(WR-c8)	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.026	 0.052	 -0.012	 -0.021	 0.061	 0.101	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.779	 0.567	 0.898	 0.821	 0.499	 0.268	Spearman's	rho	 -0.029	 0.059	 0.002	 0.019	 0.06	 0.091	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.749	 0.518	 0.983	 0.835	 0.509	 0.319	Work-related:	Lack	of	Publishing	grants	(WR-c9)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.165	 .229*	 0.152	 0.127	 0.083	 .230*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.068	 0.011	 0.095	 0.161	 0.36	 0.011	Spearman's	rho	 0.157	 .293**	 .220*	 .193*	 0.11	 .260**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.083	 0.001	 0.015	 0.033	 0.225	 0.004	Work-related	-	Lack	of	internal	support	from	my	institution,	publishing	funds	(WR-c10)	

















Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.236	 0.173	 0.443	 0.62	 0.043	 0.001	Spearman's	rho	 0.11	 0.086	 -0.097	 0.027	 .181*	 .286**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.225	 0.348	 0.289	 0.767	 0.045	 0.001	Work-related:	Unrealistic	publishing	expectations	(WR-c12)	
Pearson	Correlation	 .251**	 0.133	 0.01	 0.106	 .214*	 .228*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.005	 0.145	 0.916	 0.245	 0.017	 0.011	Spearman's	rho	 .244**	 0.114	 -0.001	 0.079	 .204*	 .215*	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.006	 0.211	 0.991	 0.386	 0.023	 0.017		Publishing	options-	Conference	proceedings	limited.	(PF-c13)	
Pearson	Correlation	 1	 0.129	 -0.038	 0.044	 0.102	 .249**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 		 0.158	 0.674	 0.63	 0.262	 0.005	Spearman's	rho	 1	 0.122	 -0.014	 0.027	 0.101	 .253**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 .	 0.181	 0.879	 0.767	 0.265	 0.005	Publishing	field	-	I	am	unable	to	identify	appropriate	journals	(PF-c13)	
















c18 Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.181	 .	 0	 0	 0.112	 0	Publishing	field:	I	have	trouble	in	identifying	non-predatory	journals	(PF-c14)	
Pearson	Correlation	 -0.038	 .463**	 1	 .565**	 0.057	 .280**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.674	 0	 		 0	 0.531	 0.002	Spearman's	rho	 -0.014	 .544**	 1	 .647**	 0.05	 .286**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.879	 0	 .	 0	 0.583	 0.001	Publishing	field:	I	am	unable	to	identify	high	impact	journals	within	my	field	(PF-c15)	
Pearson	Correlation	 0.044	 .639**	 .565**	 1	 0.147	 .359**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.63	 0	 0	 		 0.105	 0	Spearman's	rho	 0.027	 .689**	 .647**	 1	 0.158	 .395**	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.767	 0	 0	 .	 0.081	 0	Publishing	field:	High	impact	journals	charge	high	fees	for	open	access	publishing	(PF-c16)	

















Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.005	 0	 0.002	 0	 0	 		Spearman's	rho	 .253**	 .417**	 .286**	 .395**	 .353**	 1	Sig.	(2-tailed)	 0.005	 0	 0.001	 0	 0	 .	**Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.01	level	(2-tailed).	*Correlation	is	significant	at	the	0.05	level	(2-tailed).	
 
Table	B.2.	Assessment	and	normality	values	of	the	structural	model.	
Variable	 min	 max	 skew	 c.r.	 kurtosis	 c.r.	
FAC2_1	 -3.825	 1.764	 -.755	 -3.418	 -.055	 -.126	
FAC1_1	 -1.694	 2.094	 .366	 1.659	 -.990	 -2.241	
FAC2_3	 -2.221	 2.315	 -.026	 -.116	 -.812	 -1.839	
FAC6_2	 -2.527	 3.431	 .661	 2.991	 .408	 .924	
FAC6_1	 -3.894	 2.939	 -.346	 -1.568	 .176	 .398	
FAC5_1	 -4.369	 2.627	 -1.132	 -5.126	 1.756	 3.976	
FAC3_1	 -4.061	 1.951	 -1.361	 -6.160	 2.005	 4.539	
FAC8_2	 -3.750	 5.296	 .329	 1.489	 .910	 2.061	
FAC3_3	 -4.224	 2.315	 -.832	 -3.767	 1.028	 2.327	
FAC7_2	 -4.125	 3.211	 -.326	 -1.475	 .050	 .114	
FAC5_2	 -3.899	 4.208	 .207	 .936	 .515	 1.165	
FAC3_2	 -3.327	 3.187	 .385	 1.741	 .271	 .613	
FAC2_2	 -2.887	 3.955	 .483	 2.189	 .422	 .955	
FAC1_2	 -2.998	 3.662	 .223	 1.009	 -.098	 -.223	
FAC4_1	 -2.434	 3.403	 .051	 .232	 -.273	 -.619	
OutputT	 4.000	 197.000	 5.352	 24.233	 31.787	 71.962	
FAC1_3	 -2.043	 2.614	 .294	 1.332	 -.679	 -1.537	
FAC4_3	 -2.479	 3.273	 .101	 .457	 -.776	 -1.757	
FAC5_3	 -4.241	 3.612	 -.300	 -1.359	 .378	 .856	





Table	C.1.	List	of	FOR	Codes	as	given	in	ERA	(2015).		01	 Mathematical	Sciences	02	 	Physical	Sciences	03	 	Chemical	Sciences	04	 	Earth	Sciences	05	 	Environmental	Sciences	06	 	Biological	Sciences	07	 	Agricultural	and	Veterinary	Sciences	08	 	Information	and	Computing	Sciences	09	 	Engineering	10	 	Technology	11	 	Medical	and	Health	Sciences	12	 	Built	Environment	and	Design	13	 	Education	14	 	Economics	15	 	Commerce,	Management,	Tourism	and	Services	16	 	Studies	in	Human	Society	17	 	Psychology	and	Cognitive	Sciences	18	 	Law	and	Legal	Studies	19	 	Studies	in	Creative	Arts	and	Writing	20	 	Language,	Communication	and	Culture	21	 	History	and	Archaeology	22	 	Philosophy	and	Religious	Studies			
